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 Meeting of the Faculty of the College of Liberal Arts  
4/5/18 
 
In Attendance 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Agee; Almond; Anderson; Armenia; Barnes; Bernal; Bommelje; Boniface; S.-E.Brown; V. 
Brown: Caban; Cannaday; Carnahan; J. Cavenaugh; Charles; Cooperman; Coyle; Crozier; 
D’Amato; Davidson; Diaz-Zambrana; Driggers; Dunn; Ewing; Fetscherin; Fokidis; Fonseca dos 
Santos; Forsythe; Fuse; Gerchman; Gilmore; Grau; Greenberg; Habgood; Hammonds; Da. 
Hargrove; Harper; Harwell; Hewit; Houndonoughbo; Houston; Hudson; Kiefer; Kincaid; Kistler; 
Kline; Kodzi; Lewin; Littler; Mathews; Mays; McClure; McLaren; McLaughlin; Mesbah; Mohr; 
Montgomery; Moore; Mosby; Murdaugh; Namingit; Nichter; Niles; Nodine; Norsworthy; 
O’Sullivan; Paladino; Park; Parsloe; Patrone; Peng; Pett; Pieczynski; Queen; Ray; Reich; Riley; 
Roe; Russell; Sanabria; Santiago-Narvaez; Sardy; Schoen; St. John; Stephenson; Stone; Summet; 
Sutherland; Svitavsky; Teymuroglu; Tillmann; Vander Poppen; Vitray; Walton; Williams; 
Winet; Witmer; Yankelevitz; Yu; Zhang 
 
 
Announcements 
 
Governance Elections (Kistler) – at large vacancies will be filled via election at the next faculty 
meeting.  An email will come from Kistler this afternoon detailing vacancies.  Nominations will 
start today and will close on the 16th.  Nominations will also be available on the floor at the April 
19 faculty meeting. 
 
 
Approval of the Minutes from 3/22/18 CLA Faculty Meeting 
 
Corrections:  
 
Second for Amendment #2 to Global Initiatives Proposal to eliminate Holt Staff representative:  
Montgomery 
 
Mover of Motion to alter ARTICLE VIII FACULTY APPOINTMENTS AND EVALUATIONS 
E. PROCEDURES FOR MID-COURSE, TENURE, AND PROMOTION REVIEWS 
Section 2. Faculty Evaluation Committee Structure and Evaluation  a. Membership: McLaughlin 
 
Moved: Almond 
Second: Anderson 
Passed by Voice Vote 
 
 
 
New Business 
 
rFLA 2.0 Presentation and Discussion - Emily Russell, Lucy Littler, Paul Stephenson (See 
Attached) 
 
Motion to move into Committee of the Whole 
Moved: Russell 
Second: Zhang 
Passed by Voice Vote 
Russel laid out calendar of process to make and comment on revisions to rFLA.  Mayors 
highlighted continuities present between current system and all proposed revisions.  Russel 
explained results of student surveys.  Low survey response rate (16%).  Survey results suggest a 
concern about a lack of choice and about course difficulty and relevance to major.  Positives 
were an expanded, well-rounded curriculum that delivers important skills.  Responses were split 
regarding student cohort experiences.  Perception of the program has not really changed over 
time. Shifts in perceptions of program are small, but occur over last two classes.  WCC and IMW 
seem to have better positive impressions than other neighborhoods.  Stephenson worked through 
choice and staffing models.  Biggest efficiencies come from Divisional Exception rather than a 
reduction in number of neighborhoods.  Russell highlighted changes adopted in fall, as well as 
revisions that have occurred at the 300-level.  Russell presented three new models: 4 
neighborhoods, open-borders, and 1-neighborhood.  Faculty members expressed enthusiasm for 
greater flexibility, but shared concerns about the themes under consideration.  Faculty members 
also expressed concern that themes not overlap heavily with existing majors/minors.  Some 
speakers articulated a desire to move away from themes entirely, while others suggested that we 
reorient the curriculum to address problems rather than themes.  Speakers also highlighted the 
desire to maintain a faculty cohort experience within whatever changes are proposed. 
Meeting adjourned at 1:45pm due to lack of quorum. 
Agenda: Meeting of the Faculty of the College of Liberal Arts  
4/5/18 
 
1. Announcements 
a. Governance Elections 
 
2.  Approval of the Minutes from 3/22/18 CLA Faculty Meeting 
 
3. New Business 
a. rFLA 2.0 Presentation and Discussion (Emily Russell) 
b. Faculty/Staff Benchmark Data Presentation (Susan Singer) 
 
4.  Committee Reports   
a. Curriculum Committee  
b. Faculty Affairs Committee  
c. Executive Committee  
 
 
 
Key Dates: 
 
Tomorrow, 2-4pm in Bush 176: Neighborhood Colloquium 
 Students and the Liberal Arts Narrative 
 Teaching Divisional Ways of Knowing to Non Majors 
 rFLA 2.0—the three models 
 
April 19—vote to endorse recommended model  
 
Foundations Summit, April 27, 2-3:30pm—please volunteer to interview students! 
 
 
I want to frame our conversation today by reiterating two principles that I laid out during our faculty 
retreat in August: 
 
1) There are at least two parallel pathways for making change in the Foundations program—
faculty governance is one, but the rFLA faculty meetings and course development is another. 
This fall, for example, we used the mayors and rFLA meetings to approve a much stronger set of 
criteria for the 300 level. In our peer review of assignments, we also found that almost all of the 
faculty at the 100 level are using annotated bibliographies to teach information literacy. But not 
just standard bibliographies; they are drawing from models shared in these discussions to 
include reflective components about why a student chose a source or how the argument 
evolved during the research phase. These are clearly improved assignments and it’s happened 
through a kind of grassroots exchange that is enabled by our program, not a top-down mandate 
or requirement. 
 
2) Seeing the continued improvement that is happening through the program helps to isolate and 
clarify the questions we are tackling today. In the years the program has existed we have 
identified two perennial challenges: one was staffing and the other was student concern about 
choice. Those issues are structural; they need to be addressed through a revision that moves 
through the governance process. But, we should also remember that an improved structure is 
not the magic bullet. It’s a skeleton that will allow us to support continued work on questions 
like effective teaching, how to achieve integrative learning, and how to make these classes 
rewarding to teach. No structure can deliver those goals on its own and I think it’s useful to 
remember that structure is not the only tool we have to address problems. In fact, my hope is 
that in the next two years we turn away from structural questions and more thoroughly deploy 
the rest of our toolbox. 
 
With that framework in mind, we’d like to take a few moments to walk you through some of the 
research and discussion that have led to the three models under consideration today. We are not 
voting on a model yet—that will come in two weeks—but we do want to offer the opportunity for 
questions and discussions. In addition to the colloquium tomorrow afternoon, we’ll also circulate a 
straw poll to help inform the recommendation of the curriculum committee. 
rFLA 2.0
April 5, 2018
What Isn’t Changing. . . 
• Developmental—100, 200, 300
• Interdisciplinary 300 capstone
• Disciplinary ways of knowing
• Learning Outcomes—info lit, written com., critical 
thinking
• Experiential learning
• Faculty cohort experience
• Foundations seminars stand apart from majors
• Innovative course design with space for 
experimentation
rFLA 2.0 review and discussion
• Insight gained from implementation of rFLA
(since Spring 2015)
• Student Surveys
• Modeling student choice and staffing
• External review (now available on BlackBoard)
• Ongoing faculty conversations
– Colloquia 
– Mayors discussions
– Neighborhood meetings
– Curriculum Committee
Student Surveys—We asked. . . 
How many neighborhood courses have you taken?
What is your neighborhood? 
1) To what extent have your neighborhood courses addressed the 
neighborhood theme? 
2) To what extent have you been able to make thematic connections 
between courses in your neighborhood?
3) To what extent have you interacted with other students in the same 
neighborhood?
4) How beneficial have your neighborhood classes been toward your 
college education?
Please feel free to share thoughts on any of the questions above. 
(Optional open box: 300 word limit)
Student Surveys
• 16% response rate
• More positive than negative
+ expand knowledge, well-rounded, important skills
- relevance (esp. to major), little connection 
between courses
• All students (incl. +) expressed concerns about 
lack of choice
• Some concerns about courses being too hard 
(esp. compared to major courses)
• Cohort experience: responses were split
How beneficial have your neighborhood classes been toward 
your college education?
Testing a few hypotheses…
Full results of the survey available on 
Blackboard.
Has program perception changed over 
time?
0%
5%
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Not at all very little somewhat quite a bit a great deal
4 - How beneficial have your neighborhood classes been toward your college education?
Sp 16 Sp 17 Sp 18
Does program perception change as 
students progress within it?
Are some neighborhoods making 
connections better than others?
Models for Staffing & Student 
Choice
Models for Staffing & Student Choice
• The largest staffing benefits will come from 
the divisional exception (from 10-4 courses 
per division per year)
• Removing 1 neighborhood gains an additional 
.5 to 1 class per division per year
• The divisional exception and ECMP are already 
gains in flexibility and student choice
Student Choice w/in Neighborhoods
# of 
neighborhoods
Current 
(w/out 
Div Ex)
4 3 2 1
100 6 6 6 9 15
1st 200 9 4 3 5 10
2nd 200 3 2 2 2 5
300 3 3 4 6 12
2.0 Structure (passed Nov 2017)
RCC
rFLA:
100
200
200
200 (may use approved 
divisional exception)
300 interdisciplinary 
capstone
WCMP
FCMP
MCMP
BCMP
ECMP
*Effective for incoming 
students fall 2018
300 Interdisciplinary Practicum
1. Examines a complex question or problem that allows 
students an opportunity to apply concepts/theory to 
the real world
2. Reflects on rFLA experiences and coursework
3. Demonstrates how knowledge or methods from 
multiple disciplines equips people to solve problems
4. Assigns a substantial project or portfolio of work with 
an artifact for public presentation (the Foundations 
Summit)
5. Continues development and assesses LEAP VALUE 
learning outcomes: critical thinking, written 
communication, and information literacy
Developed fall 2017
A: 4 Neighborhoods
Innovation
Identity
Cultural Collision
Enduring Questions
Students must take 
at least 4 classes 
within a single 
neighborhood
C: 1 neighborhood
5 Foundations 
Seminars themed 
around mission
B:“Open Borders”
5 themes:
Identity
Innovation
Cultural Collision
Enduring Questions
The Environment
Students can move 
among themes or 
choose a string of 
thematically 
clustered courses.
No first semester 
selection of 
neighborhood
